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Abstract  
We have explored prejudice toward homosexuals in relation to gender and to cross-group friendship. Women have shown 
significant lower levels of prejudice toward both lesbians and gay men. Men compared to women have shown significantly 
higher apprehension of contact with gay men, whereas women compared to men have shown significantly higher apprehension of 
contact with lesbians. Cross-group friendship with gay men had a significant positive impact on prejudice levels toward both 
lesbians and gay men and on apprehension of contact with gay men, whereas cross-group friendship with lesbians had a 
significant positive impact on the apprehension of contact with lesbians only.   
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1. Introduction  
hypothesis can only reduce intergroup conflict under specific conditions: equality of status between ingroup and 
outgroup members; cooperative interdependence and common goals; supportive social norms; sustained interactions 
between ingroup and outgroup members.  Pettigrew (1998) has added another important condition to 
contact hypothesis where ingroup and outgroup members need to build friendship. Cross-group friendship reduces 
prejudice across the potential of friendship (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kawakami, 2003).  
In differen -group friendship to reduce 
prejudice, as in Pettigrew (2009) meta-analysis, in which the satisfaction of contact conditions improve the positive 
effects of intergroup contact. This meta-
indispensable to reduce the prejudice, but are useful to facilitate intergroup contact. Furthermore, the results 
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underline that: 94% of the sample shows an inverse relationship between intergroup contact and prejudice, in line 
 
It has been also emerged from the research (Pettigrew, 2009) that is important to reduce intergroup contact 
anxiety in order to reduce the prejudice (Stephan, & Stephan, 1989); moreover reducing feelings of threat and 
uncertainty experienced in intergroup context (Voci, & Hewstone, 2003). 
Recent studies have found a positive correlation between cross-group friendship and empathy (Pettigrew, & 
Tropp, 2006) and a negative correlation with prejudice (Pettigrew, 2009; Turner, Hewstone, & Voci, 2007; Pagotto, 
Voci, & Maculan, 2010). 
Cross-group friendship is efficacious because it allows the generation of emotional ties (Pettigrew, 1998), which 
are mediated from intergroup anxiety and empathy (Pettigrew, & Tropp, 2006). In fact, several studies show that 
anxiety can be reduced with cross-group friendship (Vonofakou, Hewstone, & Voci, 2007).  
In a longitudinal study of Binder et al. (2009), conducted in Germany, Belgium and England including school 
students, it has been emerged that contact reduces prejudice and prejudice reduces contact. These results are 
mediated by intergroup anxiety, which has produced a weakened desire for social distance.  
The contact hypothesis has been empirically also verified in different research about prejudice towards 
homosexuals, shown as heterosexuals who know gay men have more favourable attitudes toward homosexuals, 
regarding to those who don't know anybody (Smith, Axelton, & Saucier, 2009).  
show that this attitude toward homosexuals is more favourable if the contact is intimate and durable. 
Regarding adolescents' attitudes toward homosexuals, the relationship between intergroup contact and their 
behaviour with gay men and lesbian has been investigated (Heinze, & Horn, 2009). The results have shown that 
intergroup contact, in and of itself, isn't sufficient to reduce prejudice toward gay men and lesbians among peers, but 
there is a need to investigate the type of contact, whether intimate or casual to reduce this negative attitude. In 
contrary to previous researches, an interesting and distinct result regarding the age-related differences in adolescents' 
attitudes, only few differences have been found. Instead, there were important differences about the intergroup 
contact.  In this regard, the Authors have found out that those who had a homosexual friend have shown a more 
positive attitude toward gay men and lesbians and more severity toward those who unfairly treat homosexuals. 
Anderssen (2002) in a longitudinal research has assessed attitudes and contact toward gay men and lesbian in a 
two years follow-up study with a sample of 511 subjects, 19 years of age at first data collection. The results showed 
that at the first year and also two years later, there were negative attitudes at baseline, but females were more 
acts with homosexuals have shown more negative 
attitude toward gay men and lesbians, whereas those who had contacts with homosexuals had also a positive attitude 
towards gay men both males and females (Anderssen, 2002). 
Different variables have influenced the prejudice towards gay men and lesbians: gender, authoritarianism, social 
dominance, value system and religion (Whitley, 1999; Goodman, & Moradi, 2008; Rowatt, LaBouff, Johnson, 
Froese, & Tsang, 2009; Licciardello, Castiglione, & Rampullo, 2011).  
It has emerged from the literature the gender difference about prejudice toward gay men and lesbians. In fact, 
heterosexual males experience more negative attitudes toward gay men than lesbians, instead females show the same 
attitude toward gay men and lesbians  (Kite, & Whitley, 1998; Herek, 2000). 
Different researches have demonstrated that males have higher prejudice levels towards gay men than females 
(Kite, & Whitley, 1996; Herek, 2000; Barron, Struckman-Johnson, Quevillon, & Banka, 2008; Goodman, & 
Moradi, 2008). In particular, Herek (2000) in his analysis found out that there were differences between males and 
females: men compared to women had more negative attitudes toward homosexuals in general and, specifically, 
toward gay men. 
La Mar e Kite (1998) in their research has investigated gender differences in attitudes toward gay men and 
lesbians according a multidimensional prospective that analyzed four important variables: condemnation/tolerance, 
morality, contact and stereotypes. The results have shown that men had more negative attitudes toward homosexuals 
than women on all variables except stereotypes. Furthermore, the attitudes were more negative towards gay men 
than lesbians on all variables. Regarding the contact with homosexuals La Mar e Kite (1998) have found that men 
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reject any interactions with individuals of the same gender more than female. An explanation of this apprehension of 
contact has been attributed to gender role attitudes in defence to their own sexual identity. 
Adams et al. (1996) suggest that heterosexual men could refuse gay men in a defence mechanism against 
someone of the same gender. Men, admitting that they feel an attraction to a person of the same gender, may not be 
in agreement with their ideas of being heterosexual. Whatever the reason is, it seems that these negative attitudes 
towards gay men may be slightly more resilient to interventions, than those toward lesbians. 
In conclusion, it is very important to understand and prevent the motivations behind negative attitude and 
behaviour against lesbians and gay men to promote an individual and collective well-being (American Psychological 
Association, 1999), social justice (Goodman, et al., 2004) and interpersonal relations (Franklin, 2000).  
2. Hypothesis  
This study has explored how prejudice toward both gay men and lesbians differs in relation to gender and to cross 
group-friendship. We assumed that: 1) men show higher prejudice levels than women, especially towards gay men; 
2) who had friendship bonds with homosexuals show lower prejudice levels than who had only acquaintances or 
who did not know any homosexual. 
3. Method 
3.1. Participants 
The original sample was composed of 206 high school students of Catania. The results concern 198 students of 
our original sample, who have defined their sexual orientation as exclusively heterosexual. Instead , students who 
have defined their sexual orientation as homosexual or prevalent homosexual (N=8) were removed from data 
analysis. Our sample was composed of 93 males and 105 females, with an age ranging between 17 to 21 years and 
an average age of 18.18 (SD .71). The religious affiliations provided by each participant were divided as follows: 
Catholic (87.9%), Atheist (10.6%), Protestant (0,5%), Evangelist (0,5%) and others (0,5%). 
3.2. Measures 
Attitude Toward Lesbians and Gay Men, Revised Version by Herek, (1998). It constituted 20 items (ATLG, 
 
Components of Attitudes towards Homosexuality by LaMar and Kite (1998). It offered the possibility to analyze 
different features of attitudes towards homosexuality: Condemnation; Contact Apprehension; Neutral Contact 
Apprehension; Stereotypes; Morality; and Neutral Morality. In this study, we had used Contact Apprehension 
subscale, which was composed of 14 items divided into two subscales which are used to measure contact 
Apprehension which constituted 4 items used to measure apprehension of contact with homosexuals, when it 
. 
Questions on contact. Four questions have been asked to assess contact degree with out-
 
Background questions were used to get information about sexual orientation, age, educational level, place of 
residence, and religion. 
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3.3. Preliminary Data Processing 
-point 4.  
In analyzing the data we have created two variables, (Contact with gay men; Contact with lesbians). Each 
variable was divided into three groups with a view on the level of contact with homosexuals: Friends; 
Acquaintances; or No one.   
The checking of statistical significant differences has been carried out by the following tests. Analysis of 
Variance, within N factors, concerning the comparison of scores on: Attitude Toward Gay and Lesbian Revised; 
Contact Apprehension. One-way ANOVA in order to verify the incidence of the independent variable
alpha to check the reliability of assessment inventory scales was also used. 
The data analysis has been performed through the software SPSS, 15.5 for Windows. 
4. Results 
4.1. Sexual Prejudice and Apprehension of  Contact with Homosexuals 
The sample has slightly displayed positive attitudes toward homosexuals (ATLG, M=3.50 SD=1.16), in 
particular they have significantly displayed lower levels of prejudice toward lesbians (ATL, M=3.13 SD=1.12 vs. 
ATG M=3.86 SD=1.33) t=-12,256 p<.001; lower apprehension of contact with lesbians (CATL, M=3.00 SD=1.19 
vs. CATG M=3.44 SD=1.40) t=-4,28 p<.001. Instead, they displayed higher apprehension of contact with 
homosexuals, when it implied sexual attraction (CATN, M=5. 22 SD=1. 15) F (2,394) =263. 52, p<. 001. 
4.2. Gender difference effects on sexual prejudice and an apprehension of contact with homosexuals 
Gender variable had a significant main impact on sexual prejudice toward homosexuals and apprehension of 
contact. In particular, women compared to men have significantly displayed lower: levels of prejudice toward 
lesbians (ATL, women: M=2. 96 SD=. 99 vs. men: M=3. 33 SD=1. 23) F=5. 49, p<. 05,  and gay men (ATG, 
women: M=3. 40 SD=1. 13 vs. men: M=4. 38 SD=1. 36) F=29. 68, p<. 001; apprehension of contact with gay men 
(CATG, women: M=2. 80 SD=1. 07 vs. men: M=4. 25 SD=1. 33) F=71. 17, p<. 001,  and with homosexuals, when 
it implied sexual attraction (CATN, women: M=4. 94 SD=1. 14 vs. men: M=5. 55 SD=1. 10) F=14. 08, p<. 001. 
Instead, women compared to men have significantly displayed higher apprehension of contact with lesbians (CATL, 
women: M=3.26 SD=1.21 vs. men: M=2.71 SD=1.10) F=11.06, p=.001. 
4.3.  Cross-group friendship effects on sexual prejudice and apprehension of contact with homosexuals 
Variable contact with gay men had a significant main impact on prejudice levels toward homosexuals, both 
lesbians and gay men, and on the apprehension of contact with gay men only. 
In particular, those who had claimed to have at least one gay man friend significantly displayed lower levels of 
prejudice towards gay men (ATG: M=3. 41 SD=1. 36) compared to those who had claimed to have an only 
acquaintance relationship with gay men (ATG: M=4. 02 SD=1. 28) and those who had claimed to have any 
acquaintance or friendship relationships with gay men (ATG: M=4. 15 SD=1. 33), F=6. 29, p<. 01.  
The same pattern had emerged in regard to attitudes towards lesbians. In fact, those who had claimed to have at 
least one gay man friend significantly displayed lower levels of prejudice towards lesbians (ATL: M=2. 80 SD=1. 
00) compared to those who had only claimed to have an acquaintance relationship with gay men (ATL: M=3. 34 
SD=1. 16) and those who had claimed to have any acquaintance or friendship relationships with gay men (ATL: 
M=3. 29 SD=1. 16) F=4. 76, p=. 01. 
Furthermore, persons who had claimed to have at least one gay man friend significantly displayed lower 
apprehension of contact with gay men (CATG: M=2. 98 SD=1. 29) compared to those who had claimed to have an 
312   A. Rampullo et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  84 ( 2013 )  308 – 313 
acquaintance relationship with gay men only (CATG: M=3. 61 SD=1. 35) and those who had claimed to have any 
acquaintance or friendship relationships with gay men (CATG: M=3. 87 SD=1. 42), F=7. 64, p<. 001. 
A variable contact with lesbians had only a significant main impact on apprehension of contact with lesbians, 
whereas those who had claimed to have at least one lesbian friend significantly displayed lower apprehension of 
contact with lesbians (CATL: M=2. 75 SD=1. 09) compared to those who had claimed to have acquaintance 
relationship with lesbians only (CATL: M=2. 82 SD=1. 17) and those who had claimed to have any acquaintance or 
friendship relationships with lesbians (CATL: M=3. 24 SD=1. 22), F=3. 79, p<. 05. 
5. Discussion and Conclusion 
The results of the present research have confirmed our both mentioned hypothesis where they seem to be in line 
with literature on cross-group friendship effects on attitude toward outgroup members (Pettigrew, & Tropp, 2006; 
Smith, Axelton, & Saucier, 2009) and on gender differences effects on sexual prejudice (La Mar, & Kite, 1998; 
Herek, 2000) 
Regarding the sexual prejudice, it has been emerged that the sample has shown slightly positive attitudes toward 
homosexuals, and significantly lower levels of prejudice toward lesbians specifically and lower apprehension of 
contact with lesbians. Instead, it has emerged a higher apprehension of contact with homosexuals, when it implies 
sexual attraction. 
Gender differences had a significant impact on sexual prejudice toward homosexuals and on the apprehension of 
contact. In particular, women have shown significant lower levels of prejudice toward both lesbians and gay men. 
Instead, a different pattern has emerged when we assess gender effects on the apprehension of contact with 
homosexuals. In fact, men compared to women have shown higher apprehension of contact with gay men, whereas 
women compared to men have shown higher apprehension of contact with lesbians. 
In general cross-group friendship had a significant impact on sexual prejudice and on the apprehension of contact 
with homosexuals, but it had no effects on the apprehension of contact with homosexuals, when it implies sexual 
attraction. 
In regard to sexual prejudice toward homosexuals, a general positive effect of cross-group friendship with gay 
men on homosexual representation has been emerged. In particular, only cross-group friendship with gay men had a 
significant positive impact on prejudice levels toward both lesbians and gay men, whereas friendship with lesbians 
had no effects on sexual prejudice. 
In regard to apprehension of contact with homosexuals, effects of cross-group friendship with lesbians and gay 
men have been emerged instead. In particular, cross-group friendship with gay men had a positive impact on the 
apprehension of contact with gay men, whereas cross-group friendship with lesbians had a positive impact on the 
apprehension of contact with lesbians. 
In conclusion, considering gay men and lesbians as two separate groups is very important where the attitudes 
toward them are different: males and females show different attitudes when the relation is with a gay man or lesbian. 
We have observed in this research the important role of cross-group friendship and intergroup contact in the 
representation of out-group and in order to reduce sexual prejudice toward gay men and lesbians. Accordingly, our 
apprehension of contact.  
As a consequence, we beli -  
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